Mexican Gray Wolf Reintroducid©on Pr oject

Five-Y ear lew

exican Wolf Adaptive Management Oversight Committee
(AMOC):

Dave Bergman, USDA-APHIS Wildlife Services (Wildlife Services)
Colleen Buchanan, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
Cynthia Dale, White Mountain Apache Tribe (WMAT)
Chuck Hayes, New M exico Department of Game and Fish (NM DGF)
Terry Johnson, Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD)
Wally Murphy, USDA Forest Service (Forest Service)



Foreword

According to the nonessential experimental population rule (rule) that authorized the Mexican
Wolf Reintroduction Project, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) isrequired to conduct
full evaluations after 3 and 5 years that recommend continuation, modification, or termination of
the reintroduction effort. The Three-Y ear Review was conducted in 2001 and concluded that the
program should continue but with modifications (Paquet et al. 2001). ThisFive-Year Review
report islargely an analysis of the suggested recommendations and modifications in the Three-

Y ear Review, including the independent review conducted by the Stais of Arizona and New
Mexico, as to whether the Service has implemented them or not.

With respect to the Three-Y ear Review, the Service notes u IS not under any binding
reguirement or commitment to implement the recommen roduced from the
Three-Y ear Review report, commonly referred to ast et a. 2001). The
Service views the recommendations as potential tog ted, may
further recovery of the Mexican wolf. The Servi swork and
gives such revi ew and recommendatlons serious consi@ vice's effort to

€ partnerships to support
long-term conservation efforts. The Service recommendations and

input regarding the Mexican wolf program & .
The input sought from this Fi analysisi dered an important part of that

process.
I ntr oduction

This Administ

gladministrative questions identified in the Mexican Wolf
Interagency Manageme an; B) Evaluation of the organizational recommendations from the
Three-Y ear Review Pagutet Report; and C) Evaluation of the recommendations from the
Arizona-New Mexico independent review of the Three-Y ear Review that was directed by
Congress. Each question or recommendation is evaluated as either: a) completed/being
implemented; b) not completed/being implemented but necessary (provide justification why it
has not been completed and estimated completion date); or ¢) not considered necessary to
complete/implement (provide justification).



A. Evaluation of the administrative questionsidentified in the Mexican Wolf I nteragency
M anagement Plan:

1. Iseffective cooperation occurring with other agencies and the public?
A survey will be conducted by AGFD in January/February to address this question. The results

will be compiled and included in the next Five-Y ear Review draft document, which will be
available to the public in June 2005.

2. Arecombined agency funds and staff adequateto carry ou
monitoring, and research?

management,

Status of Recommendation Being implemented

Justification: The Three-Y ear Review identified a g eS rying out
needed management, monitoring, and research were
constrained by insufficient staff to carry them out; annt o C dent analyses,

residents asserted they could not reach a
assistance was needed; public outreach la ‘
: and most that existed were
high-mileage disposal trucks close to or beyoRd S i when assigned to the
Project; some IFT members weike g ack of office space; the trailer
structural stability; monitoring was
mited air support and lack of funds to ensure

wolf movements and behavia d domestic prey, wolf relationships to total
predator load 2Nsions (sociocultural and economic issues), etc
remained

This does nO at the Project’ s budget was inconsequential during this period
In fact, the coopereati igSestimate (Fig. 1) that from Fiscal Y ear 1998 through Fiscal

Y ear 2004, they s ined $7,292,361 on wolf-related activities, including expenses
associated with captivieiBreediflg and the over-arching range-wide recovery program, aswell as



Figure 1. Estimated costs of Mexican wolf conservation by cooperating agencies since initial
releases occurred in 1998 in the Arizona-New Mexico Blue Range Reintroduction Project. See
footnotes below for information essential to understanding the limitations of the information
provided below; the costs reported herein are “best possible” estimates, not exact figures.

Cogt Estimates (= Funds Expended)

Fiscal AGFD AGFD | NMDGF

Year State’ Federal® State® UsrFs* RVICE’ | 1o
98 60,632 25,397 0 490,100 | 579,227
99 36,094 12,000 706,600 | 777,043

00 50,896 13,000 1,014,096
01 56,500 16,000 1,243,301
02 53,000 15,000 1,070,502

03 110,000 26,000 1,033,600 | 1,199,103

04 267,000 26,000 L 1,083,585 | 1,409,089

Total 634,122 133,397

6,354,385 | 7,292,361

Raobertson, Wildlife Const i Restoration Program, and State Wildlife Grants. See Footnote #5 below for
ived from SERVICE.

3 “NMDGF State” includes onlly NM State funds that have been put toward the Mexican wolf project. Matching
funds originating from SERWICE on a3:1 ratio (Federal: State) areincluded in the “SERVICE” column.

44USFS’ cogt figures through 2002 are estimates generated in April 2003 for the Apache- Sitgreaves National
Forests (Alpine and Clifton Ranger Districts) and the Gila Nation Forest (Wilderness Ranger District).

®“SERVICE” cost figures are for the Service' s Endangered Species Program only. The variance in funds per fiscal
year isareflection of some years (2001, 2003, 2004) including Service personnel salarieswhile other years do not.
All years include funds conveyed by contract to AGFD, NMDGF, APHISWS, and WMAT (White Mountain
Apache Tribe) for work on the Mexican wolf reintroduction project. APHIS/WS costs are entirely included within
the Service costs, asal APHIS/'WS costs have been covered by reimbursement contract with the Service.
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When the two State Wildlife Agencies conducted a September 2002 independent review, at the
Service' srequest, of the Service's Three-Y ear Review, the lack of essential resources was still
obvious. Thus, both State Wildlife Commissions endorsed a recommendation that the Service
“Restructure the Interagency Field Team response protocols, and enhance staff capacity
[emphasis added], to ensure immediate response capability to, and resolution of, urgent
operational issues, such as depredation incidents.”

However, the situation did not improve over the next two years, as the agencies began to

began forcing States to either pick up the increasing funding shor low further decay in
the IFT’ s ability to carry out its responsibilities. The partnersh begun trying to build an
overall IFT budget, and to jointly expand the pool of avail by December 31, 2003,
the end of the period on which the Five-Y ear Review is pimaki Conseguently, the

available resources were not always shared effectlvely ments and public

uncertainty asto their employment status. employeesto leave the
Project for more stable positions elsewhere, '@ agement projects.
Disparitiesin State and Federal &alarl&efor mbershave aso contributed to
dlssﬁlsfactlon and eventual : ' iri esses tend to extend vacancy

Project Memorandum of Agreement (MOU).
ayed Congressional approval of the Federal FY 04 budget

The disparity in FTES and the budget shortfalls had not been fully resolved as the Five-Y ear
Review period closed. Thus, although the IFT and the cooperating agencies were increasingly
working as ateam, allocating IFT staff resources to one pressing issue of the day still means that
other essential priorities, and public expectations, are deferred beyond the prescribed response
deadline or completion date. The same applies to the agency employees providing administrative
oversight for the Project, and conducting the adaptive management program and contributing to
this review. Other than most of the Service employees directly involved, none of the agency staff
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are assigned only to the Project. Most have at best a small percentage of their work week
available to address Project issues, which continues to cause delays in completing Project-rel ated
assignments and shortfalls in carrying out needed management, monitoring, and research.

Insufficient resources have been significant problems to date, but the issue is even more
problematic for the future. The reintroduced population is at a point at which exponential
population growth might reasonably be expected. As the number of free-ranging wolves
increases, and recovery and delisting are approached, management issues will increase
proportionately. If those needs go unmet, public dissatisfaction, esp among local residents
who are most affected by the Project, will inevitably sky rocket.

B. Evaluation of the organizational recommendations fr ee-Year Review Paquet
Report aseither: a) completed/being implemented; b) s

Justification 1n August 2003, the Service
Population Segment (SWDPS) Recovery T S appointed Peter Siminski to

serve as the team leader. MrSiminski has alohg i ory with the Mexican wolf
recovery program, dating er five Mexican wolves had been
captured from Mexico a-Sonora Desert Museum to establish a
captive breeding program d as the official Mexican wolf studbook
keeper and partici ation of the captive management program
In 1985 a cong an wolves called the Mexican Wolf Captive
Managem . Mr. Siminski has been instrumental in expanding the
captive initial facilities that held Mexican wolvesto
currently ove States and Mexico. Mr. Siminski isalso credited with
establishing th aptive Mexican wolves under the Mexican Wolf Species
Survival Plan ( of the American Zoo and Aquarium Association. He has served
as the Mexican Wol grdinator since 1993. Mr. Siminski also served as a member of the
Mexican Wolf Recoverygléam since 1985. Mr. Siminski was chosen as the team leader for the

new SWDPS Recovery } because of his vast knowledge of the program, his fair and
unbiased approach toward recovery, and his strong leadership abilities to lead a diverse team
with myriad viewpoints.

2. Instruct the modified Recovery Team to revise by June 2002 the 1982 Recovery Plan

Status of Recommendation Not completed but necessary; in progress




Justification: The Service convened the SWDPS Recovery Team in August 2003. Theteamis
composed of atechnical sub-group and a stakeholder sub-group to address both the
science/biology of the species needs, as well as the social and economic considerations with
respect to wolf recovery in the SWDPS.

The Service recognizes the importance of revising the 1982 Recovery Plan because the plan
lacks recovery (downlisting or delisting) goals or strategies. The omission of downlisting and
delisting goals was intentional because at the time the plan was written, only a handful of
Mexican wolves existed in captivity. Recovery was virtually inconcgifable until the captive
program was successful enough to produce enough wolves for reiafroduction purposes.
Therefore, the plan contained an overall primary objectiveto ¢ e and ensure the survival of
Canis lupus baileyi by maintaining a captive breeding progr ablish aviable, self-
sustaining population of at least 100 Mexican wolves withi ange. This objective
was not intended to be arecovery objective for delisti goal to strive for
given the uncertain progress of the captive propagati he recognition
that a population of 100 wolves does not constit

afforded by the Three-Y e2

The following

decision to

The Three- mpleted'in August 2001, after the Service held the Stakeholder
Workshop in S in which the findings of the scientific report were shared with

Kaufman, was reassigned@nd replaced by H. Dale Hall in December 2001. This change in
Service leadership resulteéd in a reassessment of the direction the Service was taking regarding
the Mexican wolf program.

In June 2001, Congress directed the Service to do an independent review of the Service’s Three-
Y ear Review of the Mexican wolf program. As aresult, the Service chose to delay
implementation of the recommendations from the review until an independent review was
completed. In August 2002, at the Service's request, AGFD and NMDGF agreed to conduct the
independent review. The Service chose the two Departments because of the expertise that both
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agencies possess, and their participation and long history with the Mexican wolf program. The
independent review by the States was completed on September 30, 2002. The outcome of their
review determined the need to increase the State’ s roles in the reintroduction program in order to
enhance public trust in the program’ s ability to be responsive to wolf management needs and
operation issues, and to allow for appropriate participation by the full spectrum of stakeholders
and other interested parties.

Following the States’ review, the Service engaged in alengthy process to begin the process of
restructuring the reintroduction program to allow the States and Trib have the lead for
implementing wolf reintroduction throughout the Blue Range WolifRecovery Area (BRWRA).
The end result was the compl etion of an October 2003 MOU he Service, AGFD,
NMDGF, Wildlife Services, Forest Service, WMAT, New tment of Agriculture,
and a number of Counties (current County signatories to the include Greenlee,
Navao, and Sierra) located in the BRWRA. The MO rough an adaptive
management approach to managing the reintroducegdéwol ves.

vigé, ata national | wasin the
3 list of endangered and threatened
This rule, which became

Concurrent with this entire process outlined above, the
process of reclassifying and removing the gray wolf fro
wildlife throughout portions of the contefinous United Stal
effective on April 1, 2003, established thre inct Populatio ents (DPS) for the gray
wolf, one of which was the Southwestern Gray WRIRRPS. This agtion did not change the status
of Mexican wolves, and wolves in this DPS retained eviQuS experimental population or
endangered status. The establishient of the SIWIDIPS requireéSithe Service to achieve recovery at
the DPSlevel (i.e., the DRS lelisted wheq recovery fs achieved), and has important
implications for how rg yray wolf is@achieved in the Southwest. In recognition of
this forthcoming rule, the stponed recovery’planning for the Mexican wolf until gray
wolf policy at the national |ev ¢ kRed

Following thie fi SSificatio e in April 2003, which established the SWDPS, and at the
directio tor, thelSepvice immediately began the process to convene a new
Recovery T& assembled by August, and meetings have been held quarterly
since October expects a final Recovery Plan to be submitted to the Regional
Director by Februg

3. Immediately engage ervices of themodified Recovery Team

Status of Recommendation Completed; being implemented

Justification As noted above, the SWDPS Recovery Team consists of atechnical sub-group and
a stakeholder sub-group. The technical sub-group isabody of scientists who represent expertise
in wolf reintroduction and management, popul ation demographics, general wolf biology and
behavior, genetics, captive propagation, and research. The Service has conferred with members



of the technical sub-group as a unit and individually onmany occasions, and therefore is
currently utilizing the Recovery Team in this recommended capacity.

The stakeholder component of the Recovery Team is equally important. This sub-group is
composed of avariety of interests from local and private sectors representing the livestock and
ranching industry, hunting, guide and outfitters, and environmental and conservation
organizations, as well as numerous Federal, State, Tribal, and County governments. The
stakeholder component of the Recovery Team provides the opportunity for those directly or
indirectly affected by wolf recovery to voice their concerns, and the erns of the constituents
they represent, regarding impacts of wolves on resource manag use, and
socioeconomic factors. The input and information provided b eholder sub-group helps
ion. The Service will
continue to engage the Recovery Team in this manner thr@ugheut the ery planning process.

Mexican wolves from

. e (PRZ) in the southern portion of
the Apache-Sitgreavess

in Arizonain Greenlee County. Wolves

released into the PRZ are’d own throughout the entire BRWRA
including the Apache and Gi nArizona and New Mexico, respectively
Additionally, ) ves (those that have previously been free-ranging)
for manageaient purpose ithin the Secondary Recovery Zone (SRZ), which includes

ungulates (primarily eI K d no permitted livestock. Currently, the Serviceislimited to
releasing (translocating),0Only wolves that have had previous wild experience into New Mexico.
This restricts the pool of available release candidates and limits the Service’ s ability to release
wolves for management purposes, such as replacement of lost mates or genetic augmentation.
The ability to genetically augment the wild population with wolves that are genetically
underrepresented is important in order to increase the overall fitness of the population, thereby
aiding recovery of the species. Additionally, there is some public perception that wolves
translocated into the Gila are “problem” wolves because they have been removed from the wild
for livestock depredations or other such nuisance/problem behavior, and that the Serviceis

8



therefore concentrating “problem” wolves into New Mexico. However, data from the Mexican
wolf program indicate that translocated “problem” wolves are more likely to succeed, not less
likely. In other words, this means wolves are less likely to have to be removed for problem
behavior again after being translocated. As supported by the data, removing the offending
problem animal(s) from a particular area and rel ocating them to another area can alter the
behavior, thereby rendering them no longer “problem” wolves. Nonetheless, the Service and the
NMDGF recognize the value of having the ability to directly release wolves without any
previous history of problem behavior into New Mexico to help improve relations and build trust
with those affected by wolves on the ground.

A consistent policy needsto be in place that alows both wolvesMith successful experiencein
surviving on wild prey (even if that includes limited involvegient i predation situations), and
wolves that are more naive but have no experience With |iveste acandidates for release or

0 gain authority to release wolves in remote
eWeM exico portion of the BRWRA in order to
perience of the IFT at that time with managing and

In September 1999, approval gvas received from the Regional Director at the time to proceed
with the necessary steps ould allow for releases in the Gila National Forest, including
focused outreach, relocagron/rel ease site clearances, and revision of the experimental population
rule, the latter of which would allow for extensive public comment opportunities (public scoping,
review and comment periods, public meetings and/or hearings) under section 10(j) of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Administrative Procedures Act (APA), and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In October 1999, the Mexican Wolf Recovery Coordinator

retired from the Service; however, momentum for proceeding forward with modifying the rule

® |t should also be noted that a potential rule amendment regarding direct releasesinto New Mexico was foreseen by
the Service and mentioned as apossibility in the EI'S (public comment and response on pp 5-87 — 5-88).
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continued. Draft proposed rule change language to allow for direct releases into New Mexico
was completed by February 2000, and was then to be shared with the public to solicit public
comment; however, it was never released. In April 2000, a new Mexican Wolf Recovery
Coordinator was hired and the program’ s priority was redirected toward ensuring the IFT’ s
effectivenessin order to be more responsive to field issues and conflict situations when they
arose. Thiswas to be done by establishing a system of Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) to
ensure consistency and quality of data collection, consistency in how IFT personnel respond to
field situations, and the safety of program personnel and the wolves. The SOPs are also intended
to provide a mechanism for project peer review, to ensure that proj tions are approved, and
to provide a mechanism for Mexican wolf project and individual ili

On the heels of establishing improved IFT function, the Servi an the Three-Y ear
Review of the Mexican wolf reintroduction project. The Ra

Stakeholder Workshop in Show Low, Arizonaidentifie frghest two ranking goals as: (1)
ona and New Mexico; and (2)

select better wolf release/management ares
Mexico. The group further indicated that

ered species list. The Service needs specific

i.e., how many wolvesin how many areas constitutes

'to achieve recovery. Therefore, the Regional Director
avise the Recovery Plan to include downlisting/delisting
rule change for theBRWRA raintroduction effort.

Further, the Regional D or has stated that in order to revise the rule, the Service must first
have a unified, consensys recommendation from the SWDPS Recovery Team, including both the

Technical and Stakeholder sub-groups. ” The Recovery Team represents the full range of
stakeholders throughout the SWDPS, offering arange-wide recovery perspective. Therefore, a

" This approach may be in conflict with New Mexico's Game Commission motion which indicated support for a
rule change to address direct releasesinto New Mexico. Also, this approach does not fully utilize the expertise and
recommendations from entities that are directly involved in the BRWRA reintroduction project, and the effect of the
rule on successful reintroduction. This approach may also lessen the value of input from the Adaptive Management
Oversight Committee and the Adaptive Management Working Group.
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recommendation coming from the Recovery Team will allow for full participation and input

from all stakeholders. Concurrently, this Five-Y ear Review process will alow for input from
local stakeholders regarding modifying therule asit relates to the current (BRWRA)
reintroduction effort. The review process for both the Recovery Plan and Five-Y ear Review
follow asimilar schedule. Specifically, adraft Recovery Plan is expected to be released to the
public in August 2005, while the Five-Y ear Review is expected to be completed by August 2005.
Based upon input and comments received from the Recovery Plan and the Five-Y ear Review, the
Service will carefully consider all the available information, including the science and socia

determination is made to revise the rule following a recommendati
is conceivable that draft rule change language could be rel
shortly after the draft Recovery Plan isreleased. Regardl
the Service is committed to managing the reintroduction

the Recovery Team, it
public at the same time or
e change issue unfolds,

5. Immediately modify thefinal ruleto allow
establish territories outside the BRWRA

BRWRA or captivity. Additie themselves on private or tribal land
outside the BRWRA, the Serv volves unless the landowner agrees they may

remain. The Sg pased upon the circumstances at the time, which in
the absence pduction would likely not have been possible.

The Three- riticizes the Service for promulgati ng a rule in which the
boundary is so report states, “ Such regulations are inappropriate for at least 2

reasons: 1) they a i ssible to effectively carry out as the wolf population grows
because of the diffictltie aging an ever-increasing number of wide-ranging dispersing
animals, and 2) they establiish a precedent that could be effectively used to argue for the removal
of other endangered spegres inhabiting certain tracts of public or private land (Paguet et al.,
2001). They further point out that nowhere else in the United States does the Service remove
wolves simply for being outside a boundary in the absence of a problem.

The proposed rule change language drafted by the Service in February 2000 (discussed abovein
#4) did not address alowing wolves that are not a management problem to establish territories
outside the BRWRA.. At the time, the most important issue viewed as hindering the program
was the inability to release wolves into New Mexico, which makes up of the majority of the
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BRWRA and contains some of the best wolf habitat. Therefore, the draft primarily addressed
modifying the rule to allow for direct releases of captive-raised wolvesinto the SRZ of the
BRWRA. Along with this amendment, the Service intended to seek suggestions from program
cooperators and the public for any other needed rule changes. Because the presence of wolves
throughout the entire BRWRA, with all anticipated associated impacts, were analyzed in detail in
the EIS, arule change considering direct releases into New Mexico would not have required a
Supplemental EIS (SEIS). Thiswas because the proposed action of allowing direct releases into
the SRZ would not have altered the scope or scale of the impacts, and the actual impacts
observed inthe BRWRA after two years of wolf releases generally consistent with what
was predicted in the EIS. Therefore, no significant change or new 4

presented that would require a SEIS, and arevision to therule ably could have proceeded,
in the absence of any new information received during the [

As the free-ranging wolf population expanded howeve e surfaced that
revolved around the BRWRA boundary. As the pop es began to
travel beyond the BRWRA boundary, often requi therule. As
reiterated in the Paquet Report, thisis problematic for Y alfease bvious being it
hinders the natural dispersal and recolonization of wolv

recovery. As the number of un-collared sets an unrealistic expectation
that the IFT will be able to remove wolves RWRA boundary since
thereis no guarantee that even collared wolves Ca lured due to their wide-ranging
capabilities. This creates credibility issues with , sp‘presents serious logistical and

staffing concerns since it necessitates the IFT : grous hours and resources removing
otherwise non-problematigh € irtif Spent more productively dealing

Using Decemb 3 ~ [ his Five-Y ear Review analysis, the Service has
removed a result of the boundary restrictionsimposed by the rule.

the wild and successhully contributed towards recovery.

A modification to ther Y address the boundary has larger implications than alowing direct
releases of wolves into the SRZ. The establishment of the SWDPS requires the Service to view
recovery from alarge-scale perspective encompassing the ertire DPS, not just the BRWRA. As
such, the Service needs to carefully consider how a rule modification for the BRWRA fitsinto
the broader picture of delisting the SWDPS, including established recovery goals and objectives
to be defined within the Recovery Plan. As discussed above in #4 however, the Service will not
seek to modify the rule unless the Service receives a recommendation from the Recovery Team.
After weighing the considerations from the Recovery Team and this Five-Y ear Review, the
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Service will be prepared to proceed with any necessary actions if atering the BRWRA boundary
is determined to be a necessary outcome to recover the gray wolf in the SWDPS.

In light of the March 2004 New Mexico Game Commission motion to support Mexican wolf
recovery and reintroduction in New Mexico,? the following perspective regarding arule
modification is also provided: It isimportant to recognize that arule revision could occur for
reintroduction purposes, not just recovery. For example, one scenario that might support
successful reintroduction would be a boundary expansion or dissol uti on, done in conjunction
with a program to provide financial incentives to landowners or per within the expanded
popul ation boundary. Establishment outside of the primary and dary*recovery zones would
be allowed to occur only through natural dispersal, not viarel trangl ocation outside of
these zones. Simultaneoudly, the action must be accompani erted and organized
effort to establish afinancia incentive program for landg ess throughout the

experimental population area. This program would prg ermltt&es with the
opportunity to receive payment for provision of wo to an
increased level of tolerance for the presence of

population boundary. This program would not replace stead complement, the
existing program to compensate landowners for confirmee of livestock to wolves. A

subcommittee of the AMOC has aready
Full support should be give to this subco

istype of incentive program.
with interested publics,

bgement attention, as opposed to diversion of efforts toward
recognize geo-political boundaries. An experimental

ks a gl ti -year process, and is unlikely to be completed before 2006,
eduled to be finalized. Any additional National Environmental
that need to be conducted would likely require multiple years to

population rule revis
when the Recovery Pla S
Policy Act (NEPA) analySes

& The wording of the Commission’s motion is as follows: Move that the State Game Commission stand in support
of Mexican wolf recovery and reintroduction in New Mexico, instruct the Director of the Department of Game and
Fish to sign the Memorandum of Understanding regarding adaptive management of the Mexican wolf, and direct the
Department to work cooperatively with other agencies, tribes, and the public to investigate modification of the
recovery plan and rule to describe expanded boundaries for recovery, to explore and negotiate recommendations of
the Paquet recovery assessment in concert with practical and social considerations, to provide for direct releasesinto
appropriate area of New Mexico, and to report to the State Game Commission on progress with these effortsby 15
December 2004 and annually thereafter.
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complete, also. Finally, arulerevision contingent upon establishment of an expanded financial
incentive program would help to address a current issue of perceived weaknesses of the existing
compensation program. All of these factors could contribute to successful wolf reintroduction
within the BRWRA, which is within the primary purview of the Service and its cooperators, not
the Recovery Team as awhole.

6. Resist any opportunity to reintroduce Mexican wolvesin the White Sands Wolf Recovery
Area

Status of Recommendation Completed

Justification As authorized by the Record of Decision, the i plementing the
“Preferred Alternative” of the Final Environmental Impag on the reintroduction

Limiting the use of WSMR solely as a secondary site was d upon two independent

assessments (Bednarz 1989, GreenrHam ded WSMR by itself could not

t'within the WSMR would play little or norolein
facilitating . & he Service concurs with these conclusions and has no plans
dle to its limited ability to contribute towards wolf

Status of Recommendatidn Ongoing

Justification The Interagency Field Team (IFT) recognizes that the highest levels of
professionals, expertise, and ethical standards are required of aworkforcein afield as dynamic,
broad-based, and scrutinized as the reintroduction of the Mexican wolf. The IFT includes a
multitude of agencies which bring to the program a tremendous diversity in workforce. Each
agency represented on the IFT ensures that their own personnel will meet the annual training
requirements placed upon them by their own agency. The IFT goes even further in ensuring that
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team members aretrained. The IFT currently holds annual training, e.g., immobilization
training, which is open to employees of the cooperating agencies of the IFT and held at the
captive facilitiesin New Mexico, the Alpine Field Office, and other sites within Arizona and
New Mexico. Where appropriate, each agency will invite other agency personnel to trainings or
to be atrainer at agency meetings. Project personnel staff members have also been detailed to
other wolf programs to gain field experience. In addition and dependent upon funding, the IFT
will strive to provide additional trainings such as net-gunning wolves in the Rocky Mountains to
increase proficiency and knowledge of team members.

8. Station the Field Coordinator in theBRWRA (e.g., in Glen
Mexico or Alpine, Arizona) and insist that this person bei
aspects of fieldwork (wolf management, public relations
analysis, report preparation, etc.)

d or*Silver City, New
y involved with all
ion, management,

Status of Recommendation Completed

Justification: Mexican wolves werefirst released to t that time, the
Service' s Mexican Wolf Field Coordinator position was Stationed in the Regional Officein
Albuguerque, New Mexico. In 1999, the plans to station the Field
Coordinator in the BRWRA, specifically G This shift in operations was
initiated in order for the Service to have mo al communities affected by
wolves. It aso gave the Service the ability tol pnsi ve'to wolf situationsin atimely

manner as they arose in the figld , the Field Coordinator was
stationed part-time in Gleg ' j re from the wolf program. The Field
Coordinator position rg ' mber 2002 when the current coordinator was
hired. The Field Coordina pine, Arizona, headquarters for the
Mexican Wolf Field Office, eir appointment to the program. At this
time, the Serv nator position permanently stationed in the
BRWRA

Asafully f , the Field Coordinator isintimately involved in all
aspects of fieldy [ed in the Three-Y ear Review recommendation. The functions and

duties of the Field i re spelled out in MOU between the Service, Lead Agencies, and

a. Serveasamember of the IFT and assist the Field Team Leadersin carrying out
any field activities necessary to accomplish project goals and objectives.

b. Serve asthe communication liaison between the Adaptive Management Oversight
Committee and the IFT.

c. Collaborate with the IFT to draft recovery protocols.
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d. Assist the Field Team Leadersin drafting Annual Work Plans, Annual
Performance Reports, and new or revised project operating procedures.

e. Plan and coordinate, with assistance from the Field Team Leaders, the
identification of review of additional release sites for release or translocation of
Mexican wolves.

9. Put forth a concerted effort to develop realistic expectationsfor the project

Status of Recommendation Being Implemented

Justification: This recommendation from the Paquet Report id aneed for the Service to

“constantly remind the public and the media’ that “restorati ecise process that is by
definition *heavy handed.’” It further reflected Paguet et z i at the Service would
face (and need to overcome) many “great challenges,” tion will be
required, wolves will disappear, and that some anirng nly meetlng the

Clearly, establishing more realistic exped ctl on project was a pressing
priority in August 2001, asthe Three-Y ea S seemed evident that to

some, the death of any wolf, perhaps even atura astinacceptable, and especialy

so for any wolf that died as a direct consequ j "Yet, as Paquet et al. pointed
out, mortality was inevitable i %0 evident in regard to human
ability to control, or at leg The difficulties of tracking wolvesin
extremely rugged terra ) summers tRxough snow-bound winters, were too often

casually dismissed, as so
at every second And even : s criticized the Project for too much

The need for more re )
Agencies September dependent review of the Three-Y ear Review. To better address
public expectations for gWell-managed reintroduction project that appropriately considered and
responded to the public’s expectations, the Arizona and New Mexico State Wildlife
Commissions requested in September 2002 that the Service:

1. Restructure the roles and functions of the Primary Cooperators (AGFD, NMDGF,
Service) to ensure State participation, authorities, and responsibilities.

2. Restructure the administrative and adaptive management processes to ensure
opportunities for, and participation by, the full spectrum of stakeholders.
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3. Restructure the Interagency Field Team response protocols, and enhance staff capacity, to
ensure immediate response capability to, and resolution of, urgent operational issues,
such as depredation incidents.

4, Restructure Project outreach as necessary to address Commission, Department, and
public concerns.

5. Ensure that al actionsin the Project be in strict compliance with any applicable,
approved specia rules, policies, protocols, management plans, and interagency
agreements.

6. Restructure and improve the Project’ s review protocols and
5-year review is effective and efficient, and an improvem

ures to ensure that the
ver the 3-Y ear Review.

The State Wildlife Commissions and their respective agenci
restructure the Project from top to bottom, and work toward

ing to help the Service

1998. Fortunately, the new leadership in the Serw : concept, as
Regional Director H. Dale Hall both embraced and helfg changesin
organizational philosophy, structure, and function.

By November 2002, |eaders of the two Sté Service had agreed upon
acourse of action to address these concerns realistic expectations would
be developed on both sides of the equation: th ' aal mahage the Project and the public
that isinterested in and/or affeeteo by it. The : described in Attachment 1, dated
November 8, 2002. Identi ary Cooperators, the three agencies

agreed:

I, state, local, and private stakeholders have to some
o at least dgnificant stakes, in these areas. The intent of
poperators is to realign the Recovery and Reintroduction
Ily integrated, smoothly coordinated, and effective.

This document B3 , but does not compl ete progress toward achieving the direction that
was given to the two State wildlife agencies by their respective Commissions in
September 2002. The Primary Cooperators will, however, complete this effort before
March 31, 2003, through appropriate collaboration with Tribal and other interested
parties.

From November 2002 through October 2003, the original Primary Cooperators met frequently,
and over time with an increasing number of other State agencies, tribes, and local governments,
to discuss a new framework for collaboration to ensure that expectations about the Project were
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more realistic, and more importantly that they were met. Agencies-only meetings were blended
with what evolved into quarterly Adaptive Management Oversight Group (AMWG) public
meetings for open discussion of virtually all aspects of the Project. One of the more frequently
voiced criticismsreflected alack of trust in the agencies managing the Project.

The transitionfrom Federal to State and Tribal implementation lead of the BRWRA
Reintroduction Project was problematic at times for Project cooperators as new roles and
responsibilities of agencies were defined and implemented. Uncertainty in how the new
structure affected day to day operations and decision-making at the fiélel |evel prevailed. Many
of these issues remained unresolved, and as a consequence, thein ency meetings from
February 2003 through October 2003 covered many of the repeatedly, and impeded
efforts to begin addressing the fundamental problems of in ding and staff required to
carry out the needed management, monitoring, and r
decisions about such issues, as agency representatives
the new organization Roles, functions, and authoriti Trust issues
among Project cooperators has required time, p iri
overcome.

Nevertheless, by October 2003, the agendi
(Attachment 2) as a foundation for adapti
the AMOC that guides the Project, and of t
participation, thus became the primary mec

orum for public
ussion and re-discussion of

what to expect from the Projceima 0ji [edr'from the public. Many of the
same questions and conce ti were addressed each time. Over-
commitment of limiteg inni

realistic accounting of wha and doing it. That isnot at all an
insignificant step in aPrOJec pd controversial as wolf reintroduction, and it
isacredittoa

Asof theg ew is being written, the cooperating agencies are
continuing te evel op more reallstlc expectati onsfor and by the Projectin all
sectors. Itis, ha

especialy outside e SUffICI ently attuned to the Project to stay fully abreast of |ts

on constant re-educatio Well as on education. Information is now flowi ng better about the
Project than ever before/The project has established a toll-free number (1-888-459-WOLF)
whereby the public can call during business hours to report sightings or incidents, or to receive
information about the project. A 24-hour dispatch (1-800-352-0700) is also operational to report
incidents, depredations, or emergencies after hours. The backlog of uncompleted Annual Reports
has been eliminated. Electronic self-subscription update services at http://azgfd.gov complement
information posted on that AGDF website and the Service’' s Mexican wolf website,
http://mexicanwolf.fws.gov. Enhanced signage in wolf-occupied areas, brochures, public
adaptive management discussions, outreach presentations by the IFT, and countless “ one on one’
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field staff conversations with local residents are occurring to ensure that people have
opportunities to gain more knowledge about the Project, express their opinions, and form more
realistic expectations about it. The same mechanisms of interaction serve to inform the agencies
about the public’ s expectations, and how they can best be met. As stated before, the work is
indeed never-ending, thus this Paquet Report recommendation can only be described as “Being
Implemented;” it will never be completed.

10. Initiate programs to educate people about wolf behavior

Status of Recommendation Completed; being implemented

Justification Education and public outreach is essential an continual, dynamic, and
effective part of the Mexican Wolf Recovery Program. Previdi
information on wolves and their behavior isimportant 16

Numerous strategies have been introduced to pro Aninterim
Education and Public Outreach Position was created by e to initially eoordinate
program goals. AGFD employs a full-time person on the{ateragency Field Team with outreach
responsibilities. Outreach plans and protdeels have been estaBlished within agencies. Wolf
education boxes have been provided to agé ounts of coyotes and

wolves are on display throughout the BRWF vith a ts expected in the future.
unities, and requesting

groups. Permanent education or various locations. Traveling
displays exist but are limi ent; fundihg is being pursued to develop
additional displays. Otha stieh as brochures and posters have been created
and are available from pa ave been developed and posted in wolf
areas; additional sign posting piation has been included in Hunting and
Recreation Re ! i permits or hunt tags; presentations have been

5 have been made available and passed out to hunters prior

ae-mail, fax, and by local postings. Persona contacts are made
scussion with parties reporting wolf sightings or incidents.

Field activities havek cted to demonstrate wolf monitoring techniques. Wolf issues are
discussed and coordinal aregular basis during AMOC and AMWG meetings. Wolf
identification, behavior,and pertinent report information is coordinated for release to local
media, including radio stations, television stations, and newspapers, especially prior to hunting
seasons. Numerous articles have appeared in magazines, as well as professional journals.
Partnerships have been established with local businesses and private organizations. Planning and
development for educational outreach opportunities are a continuing and expanding part of the
recovery program.

19



11. Require livestock operatorson public land to take some responsibility for carcass
management/disposal to reduce thelikelihood that wolves become habituated to feeding on
livestock

I ntroduction and Description of the | ssue:

During the Three-Y ear Review of the reintroduction Project, an issue concerning livestock
carcasses was identified. Simply stated, the concern involved the belief that free-ranging
Mexican wolves that scavenge on domestic livestock carcasses beco abituated, and
subsequently depredate domestic livestock. This suspected wolf iorin turn resultsin
management actions ranging from capture and captivity, to tr |0n to permanent removal
from the wild, to lethal control of the offending wolf. Scav context means free-
ranging wolves encounter alivestock carcass and feed ong ave died from a
variety of causes other than an attack by wolves. In ang@ i e into context we
reviewed the issue as outlined in the Five-Y ear Revi [ [
contained in both the “Fina Report” from the T ear Review Workshop h
Conservation Breeding Specialists Group and the Threes¥eagProgram Reviewand Assessment
by Paquet et al. (2001).

We conducted a thorough review of the Se exican wolt“hacident Database” for
incidences of Mexican gray wolf carcass feegling edations and sUbsequent management
actionsin order to evaluate whether a problenje al Sp, what the magnitude of the
problem is. Information on depkedations and Caregéss feeding By Mexican wolves was also
provided by the Center foufB

Diversity and evaluatéd for contribution to the Service's
data. We also examineg agement agencies, USDA Forest Service and USDI Bureau
of Land Management regQ policies to de ineif theagencies have any policies or
authorities regarding end owrdiscussion by addressing the livestock

i d providera summary and conclusions.

Conflict Working Gre
and they further identifiediihe lack of implementation of effective husbandry practicesto
decrease livestock-wolf gonflictsasa*“problem” The Livestock-Animal Conflict Working
Group called for the livestock producers and land management agencies to work together to
develop guidelines for detection and disposal of livestock carcasses to reduce wolf-livestock
conflicts.

The Three-Y ear Program Review and Assessment by Paquet et al. (2001) addressed the livestock
carcass issue in the section of their report titled “Has the Livestock Depredation Control Program
been Effective,” pages 52-85. In their concluding remarks, Paquet et al. (2001) state ” Similarly,
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livestock producers using public lands can make a substantive contribution to reducing conflicts
with wolves through improved husbandry and better management of carcasses.” In their “Overall
Conclusions and Recommendations” (pages 67 to 68), Paguet et al. (2001) recommend that
“livestock operators on public land be required to take some responsibility for carcass
management/disposal to reduce the likelihood that wolves become habituated to feeding on
livestock.”

Five-Year Review:

The livestock carcass issue is addressed in Section (B-2-11) of th e Review. Section
(B-2-11) states “ Require livestock operatorson public land to me responsibility for
carcass management/disposal to reduce the likelihood tha me habituated to
feeding on livestock.” In order to evaluate the effectiv wolf reintroduction
program each identified issue is to be assessed asto w
implemented; b) not compl eted/being implemented;
complete/implement.

those, 22 or 50 percent have been involved in
carcasses (Table 1).

of 44 depredation incide
documented cases of fe

oFdomestic livestock, Table 1 presents data on
s and scavenging on livestock carcasses, aswell as
pe of incident capture to trandocation. The ultimate

Wolf # | Pack Name CD MD | SD | RFD | Carcass | Trandocated Fate

166 Campbell Blue X X X Permanently Removed
168 Gavilan X X Permanently Removed
183 Gavilan X X X Permanently Removed
189 Mule X X Permanently Removed
190 Mule X X X Unknown

191 Pipestem X X X X Dead

208 Pipestem X X X X Permanently Removed
507 Bluestem X X X In the Wild

509 Francisco X X X Dead
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511 Francisco X In thewild
521 Bluestem X In the Wild
555 Gavilan X Unknown
562 Pipestem X X Captivity
574 Saddle X X Lethally Controlled
582 Gavilan X Dead
583 Gavilan/Luna X X In thewild
584 Gavilan/Gapiwi X X Dead
585 Gavilan X X Dead
587 Francisco X X Dead
592 Campbell B/Sycam | X X Lethally Controlled
623 Pipestem X X Dead
624 Pipestem/Wild/Gap | X X Dead
625 Pipestem X X Dead
626 Pipestem X X Dead
627 Pipestem X X Unknown
628 Pipestem X X Captivity
632 Lupine tly Removed
639 Bluestem
644 Francisco/Cerro
646 Saddle Dead
648 Saddle/Sycamore Captivity
729 Red Rock Captivity
732 Red Rock Captivity
754 Bluestem Unknown
756 Bluestem Dead
794 Bonito Captivity
796 Cienega/San Mat Captivity
797 Francisco In the wild
798 Francisco In the Wild
799 Francisco Captivity
800 Dead
801 Dead
832 In thewild
903 Captivity

44

100

SD = Suspected depredatlon

RFD = Removed for depredation

Note: Carcass= Wolveshave Scavenged on dead livestock that died from causes other that
wolf attacks

Of the 44 wolves involved in known depredation incidents through 2003, 8 or 18 percent were

involved in more than one depredation incident. Twenty-seven of 44 wolves, or 61 percent, were

removed from the wild for depredations (Table 1). Twenty-four of 44 wolves, or 55 percent

involved in depredations have been transocated into the wild in New Mexico, 14 percent have
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been permanently removed from the wild population and a total of seven or 41 percent have died
(Table 1). Twenty percent of the 44 wolvesinvolved in livestock depredations are currently in
captivity and sixteen percent remain in thewild (Table 1).

Of the 22 wolves known to have scavenged on domestic livestock carcasses, 91 percent have
been confirmed to have depredated domestic livestock, 27 percent more than once and another
41 percent are suspected to have been involved in other depredations (Table 2).

Table2: Summary of Wolf Activitiesand Management Actions for Wolves Known
to Have Scavenged on Domestic Livestock Carcasses

Management Activity # of Wolves (N=22)

Confirmed Depredation 20

Multiple Depredation 6

Suspected Depredation 9

Removed for Depredation 13

Transl ocated 13

Permanently Removed

Unknown

Dead

Lethally Controlled

Captivity

Inthewild

volved in document carcass feeding incidents are
ity and 27 percent are still in the wild.

Fifteen of the22 i [ ed in both domestic livestock depredations and feeding
on domestic li ) are no longer in the wild population (Table 1). Only two of 22
wolvesinvolved i pmestic livestock carcasses were not involved in incidents of

Federal Land M ana ent Agency Regulations and Policies Concer ning Domestic
Livestock Car cass Removal:

The Forest Service and USDI Bureau of Land Management are the two principal federal land
management agencies involved in Mexican wolf reintroduction and recovery. Neither agency
has policies specifically aimed at requiring the removal of dead livestock, rendering dead
livestock unpalatable or burying dead livestock on public lands where domestic livestock grazing
isauthorized. At the sametime, however, neither agency is prevented from requiring such
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actions, through their respective authorities that authorize domestic livestock grazing on federal
lands. Specifically for the BLM, 43 CFR Chapter 11 84130.3-2 (other terms and conditions) and
for the Forest Service 36 CFR 222 and Forest Service Handbook 2209.13 §16.11 (Modification
After Issuance) would allow each agency to address the issue of requiring the removal of
livestock carcasses, rendering dead livestock unpalatable or burying dead livestock through
individual grazing lease/permit authorizations or modifications.

Livestock I ndustry Perspective in the Southwest:

Both the Arizona and New Mexico Cattle Growers Associations
Mexican Wolf Work Group meetings as opposing any mandat oval of dead livestock
from public lands.

Summary and Conclusions:

the same time, of the 44 wolves known tay estic livestock, only half or 22
wolves have been documented to have s grefore, clear trends either way
are difficult to determine. Federal land manage ave policies or regulations
to require Iease’permlt holders to remove live public land nor are they

12. When

The authors of the Me wolf Three-Year Review (Paguet et al. 2001) included the above
recommendation, based gn the rationale that ...” Conservation policy is shifting away from the
preservation of single species toward preservation and management of interactive networks and
large scale ecosystems...” While the authors do not provide specific references for this
statement, their review does discuss changes in entire food webs that can result from the
disruption of top predator populations (e.g., McLaren and Peterson 1994, Terborgh et al. 1999).
The authors also discuss the effects of wolves on prey survival and behavior (e.g., Nelson and
Mech 1981, Ballard et al. 1987, Messier 1994), and influences of prey densities on wolf
demographics (e.g., Messier 1985, Fuller 1989).
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The driving legislation and policy leading to the re-establishment of Mexican wolves within the
BRWRA were the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the 1982 Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan
that was completed pursuant to the ESA. While the ESA calls for conservation of ecosystems
that support wildlife listed under the Act, the majority of its protections and regulations are
directed at the single-species (as opposed to ecosystem) level. State wildlife agencies also
possess authorities for conservation of individual species of wildlife. Even public land
management agencies, which have mandates to provide for a multitude of land uses, have
specific direction regarding individual wildlife species that may be giafen special status for
management or planning purposes. Therefore, while the statem at “ Conservation policy is
shifting...toward preservation and management of interactive S’ may be reflective of the
current understanding of the importance of landscape-level
(particularly large carnivores), it has yet to be mamfest i ifi gesto thelega and

guestions are frequently raised regarding p i 0lVes on industries such as
ranchi ng, either through direct or indirect i ( Lfrom effects to secondary

The Service did not ayor ecosystem parameters for the explicit

purpose of pre- and i luctic aparisoms. Also, because the objective for number of
eS as yet to be reached, community-level influences

Density of wolves within the 17,752 kn? BRWRA is

28-50 wolves/1,00 ? concefifrated on prey winter range), and Hayes et al. (2003) (1.7
wolves/1,000 knt yolf g ' ifi
interactions at multipleY densities. In comparison, wolves on Isle Royale have represented
the high end of wolf densities found in North America, up to 91/1,000 kn, (Peterson and Page
1988), and currently exist at about 50 wolves/1,000 kn? in Y ellowstone' s northern range (Smith
et al. 2003). Whileit is expected that populations of ungulate prey, alternate prey, competing
predators, and the amount of primary production would be decreased in more arid wolf habitats,
these parameters have not all been quantified within the BRWRA, or within other wolf study
areas. Therefore, it isdifficult for the Service and the cooperating agencies involved with
Mexican wolf reintroduction to provide unequivocal information regarding any landscape-level
changes that may occur through Mexican wolf reintroduction. Paquet et al. (2001) acknowledge
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thisin their Three-Y ear Review of the Mexican wolf reintroduction Project. They state that wolf
reintroduction has influenced the carnivore guild (wolves, bears, coyotes, mountain lions) within
the northern Rocky Mountains, and recommend research within the BRWRA regarding the
interaction of wolves with other carnivores, in order to inform future Mexican wolf
reintroduction project evaluations and adjustments.

Based on the information above, the recommendation from the Mexican wolf project Three-Y ear
Review that “When writing or lecturing about the project, the Service should emphasize a
community approach to understanding the wolf reintroduction proj
species and ecological processes’ (Paquet et al. 2001) is not consi
recommendation at thistime. Rather, thisrecommendationisr,
When writing or speaking about the M exican wolf reintr,
the cooper ating entities involved with M exican wolf rei
information regarding projected community and
M exican wolves. Wherever possible, the Servic
studies, monitoring, and analysesto evaluate
from Mexican wolf reintroduction.

ed ah appropriate
with arelated one that:
oj ect, the Service and

support
may result
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C. Evaluation of therecommendations from the Arizona-New M exico independent review
of the Three-Year Review indicating the status of the recommendations as either: a)
completed/being implemented; b) not completed/being implemented but necessary (provide
justification for why it has not been completed and estimated time-frame for completion);
and c) not considered necessary to complete/implement (include justification)

In October 2001, the Service completed areview of thefirst three years of the Mexican wolf
reintroduction project within the BRWRA. Thisreview was required under the final non
essential experimental population rule for Mexican wolf reintroducti arsons 1998). The
language within this rule directed the Service to conduct “full ev lons'efter 3 and 5 years that
recommend continuation, modification, or termination of the rei uction effort.” This
direction was also included within the final EIS for Mexic duction (Service 1996)
and the Mexican Wolf Interagency Management Plan (

In June 2001, Congress directed the Service to con t of the
reintroduction project’s Three-Y ear Review (Ho 03). An
agreement was reached for AGFD and NMDGF to joi t assessment
The two state wildlife agencies completed their evaluationfAGFD and NMDGF 2002) and
submitted it to the Service Regional Dire tember 30, 2002. Thisreport
contained a series of recommendations reg tcomes of the Three-Y ear

Review, including six overarching points tha ¢ issions directed the
respective state wildlife agenciesto transmit

evaluation. The purpose was to determineif the
0 be valld whether they had been |mpl emented, and any

restructured to ensur €
today’ sdiscussion.

e participation, authorities, and responsibilities as reflected in

Status: Implemented
Restructuring of roles and functions has been embodied within the MOU among the cooperating

agencies in Mexican wolf management. This agreement was completed and received itsinitial
signatures in November 2003. All of the Primary Cooperators had signed the agreement by
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April 2004. One mgjor task in the restructuring of roles and functionsis still outstanding. This
isitem #8 under the “Lead Agencies agree to:” portion of the MOU, and reads:

Describe the roles, responsibilities, and processes necessary to address involvement,
participation, and duties of the Lead Agencies, Project staff, and recognized committees,
work groups, or other managing bodies involved with the Project. These descriptions
will be completed within six months of the date of the last initial signature on this
Aqgreement.

This task within the MOU should be made a priority action item,
months of the finalization of the Five-Y ear Review.

leted within six

2. Theadministrative and adaptive management pro ructured to ensure

opportunitiesfor, and participation by, the full sp
Status: Implemented

The completed MOU for Mexican wolf reintroduction es the Adaptive Management
ybal, and County representation to

Mexican wolf Standardh©Operating Protocols (SOPs) have not all been completed and rewritten.
Six SOPs have been co ed, but are currently under review for revision. A total of 18
additional draft protocolgare currently under review, and should be completed before the end of
2004.

Overall, capacity for the IFT has not been enhanced to date. Proposals have been written to
provide funding for increased IFT staffing and other resources, but most are still under
consideration. |FT staff capacity has been limted by turnover in personnel, and loss of a portion
of one full-time equivalent position for purposes of pursuing a graduate degree study program
related to Mexican wolf reintroduction.
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4. Project outreach must berestructured as necessary to addressthe Commission,
Department, and public concer ns expressed heretoday.

Status: Implemented

The approved MOU establishes and formalizes some means of project-related outreach,
including through the AMOC and AMWG. The MOU callsfor interagency cooperation in
developing and reviewing media rel eases, projects, and other outreach activities. Guidelines for
coordinating, developing, and disseminating information for a vari project-related events
have been developed and implemented. An additiona outreach ¢ neht has been the
maintenance of afull-time position on the IFT (as an employ FD) that has project
outreach as the primary duties of that position.

5. All actionsin thewolf Project must bein strict
approved special rules, policies, protocols, man i Cy agreements.

Status: Implemented

All of the cooperating agencies involved s introduction project obtained
detailed legal reviews of the draft MOU p A primary purpose of
these legal reviews was to ensure complianc ns, and policies of each of
the respective cooperating entities. Complia [ 3 es and mandatesisan

6. TheProject’srevig sand procedures must be restructured and improved to
ensurethat the5-Year ective and effigient, and an improvement over the 3-

Procedures
AMOC. Thiswasa distinct co
the review was detefimined pri

ast to the Three-Y ear Review, when the process for conducting
arily by the Service (although the process was vetted through the

development of the Five=Yie
effective, efficient, and @i improvement on the Three-Y ear Review. Giventhat the Five-Y ear
Review will be completed closer to the sevenyear juncture of the reintroduction project, itis
arguable whether the Five-Y ear Review process can be considered to be efficient. However,
specific procedures were agreed upon in order to improve upon aspects of the Three-Y ear
Review, including: 1) writing theinitial drafts of the review by those directly involved in project
implementation, to alow for an intimate knowledge of the project’s history and operations, and
to provide a potentially contrasting perspective compared to the Three-Y ear Review; 2)
contracting an independent socioeconomic assessment as part of the Five-Y ear Review; and 3)
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allowance of time frames for AMWG and public review of drafts of the Five-Y ear Review’s
report and findings before they are finalized.

Specific Recommendations from the States' Evaluation of the Three-Year Review

Roles and Functions

1. The Mexican Wolf Recovery Program must be restructured to ensurethat thetwo
primary components (recovery planning and reintroduction) ar aged as collaborative
but separ ate projects.

Status: Implemented

The signed MOU describes distinct roles related to r ' n for the Lead
Agencies. Examples of efforts that follow this app i ion of anew

t's Five-Y ear Review by the
OC meetings. Overall,
overy and reintroduction

spectrum of stakeholde d interested parties (see also “ Public Participation and
Outreach” below).

Status: Implemented
Seeitem # 2 under the Commission directives above.
4. The Service should immediately ask the White Mountain Apache Tribe whether it

wishesto become a Primary Cooperator in the overall Reintroduction Project component,
or retain such statusonly on itsown Tribal lands.
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Status: Implemented

Through the development of the interagency MOU, the White Mountain Apache Tribe has been
an active participant in discussions regarding roles and functions of the Lead Agencies for
Mexican wolf reintroduction. Under the signed MOU, the White Mountain Apache Tribeis
considered a Lead Agency, and has the lead for all activities relating to Mexican wolf
reintroduction that occur on White Mountain Apache tribal lands.

5. The Mexican Wolf Recovery Planning Component should be ed by the Service's
Mexican Wolf Recovery Coordinator, and centered in Albuq ue. ‘Other elements of
this Federally-staffed component should addr ess the captiv ing program, pre-release
acclimation husbandry at Sevilleta and other cooperatin rogram-level
outreach, revision of the 1982 M exican Wolf Recover ination of the
Mexican wolf recovery planning range-wide, aswe i
supervision) of thereintroduction effort in Arizogid and Ne

M exico.

Status: Not completed; in progress

The Service has maintained a Mexican Wielf Recovery Coore
However, this position was vacant from J 903 until mid- mber 2004 when the former
Recovery Coordinator left the program alth@ug ervice did marntained project personnel to
perform in the Recovery Coordinator’s capa QWE pnot all Recovery Coordinator
functions were performed dukagythis time. Servigé Mexicanwolf recovery staff have managed
facilities and activitiesin Imation peRs at Sevilléta National Wildlife Refuge. Service
Region 2 recovery stafffne to Mexican wolf recovery, have led range-
wide recovery planning a N of the 1982 an Wolf Recovery Plan. The Service has
not maintained staff dedicatee glated.@utreach functions due to lack of funding,

: exican wolf program participate in limited
d Mexican wolf outreach staff is a state employee who
reintroduction. However, state employees have

gtor (or Acting) since 1992.

limited abill h funetions across al the applicable jurisdictional boundaries,
and lack of Mexi€an wolf-relatéd outreach has been a notable shortcoming in the project’s
capabilities.

Although this item has een fully completed, the recommendation from the Three-Y ear

Review is still considered valid, and should be fully implemented by September 2005. This
recommendation comes with the understanding that: 1) the Mexican Wolf Recovery Coordinator
position, when filled (note: the position has been filled as of November 15), should participate
with, but not replace, the Service’ s Region 2 recovery staff as liaison to the SWDPS Recovery
Team, for purposes of continuity and expediency in recovery plan completion, and 2) thereis
currently no dedicated staff for either Mexican wolf recovery or reintroduction-related outreach,
and that funds and resources should be made available by the Service for this function.
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6. The Recovery Planning component should be responsible for reviewing and approving
adaptive management Project implementation protocols and proceduresthat are developed
by the Reintroduction Project component that isoutlined below.

Status: Not completed; in progresswith variation

Seeitem # 3 under the Commission directives above. Development and approval of all SOPsis
in progress and should be completed before the end of 2004. Previously, approval of protocols
has been by the Service's Region 2 Director, however; as agreed to the MOU, protocols
and procedures that pertain to the BRWRA reintroduction project afe nowrbeing approved by
AMOC.

7. The Reintroduction Project component (in Arizon must be centered
in Alpine, Arizona, and/or elsewherein the Recov uatefield
presence and outreach to manage released and i and to
minimize real and perceived public conflicts.

Status: Implemented

Project field staff are appropriately distribt 7 is time. Reintroduction

project staff are centered at Alpine, Ari Zone 1 out of other locationsto
; pgrade and suitable longer-

term arrangement of centralizee ilities'at Alpi awhere within the recovery areais

8. ThelFT Leader musl all elementsof the IFT (including
biologists and outreach spe othat Leader. If IFT presenceis needed
in New Mexice C ctured, and supervised as agreed by the

C epi the State-lead recommendation above.

Mountain Apache Tribe d Team Leader on the Fort Apache Indian Reservation, and the
NMDGEF Field Team Leader on non-tribal landsin New Mexico. Thisrecommendation is still
considered valid, but should be implemented according to the specific language within the MOU,
which reflects more recent agreements regarding roles and functions for field-related activities.

9. ThelFT response protocols must be restructured, and staff capacity must be enhanced

(and funded) as necessary to ensureimmediate (24-hour or less) response capability for,
and resolution of, urgent operational issues, such as depredation incidents. Response
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capability should be reviewed each calendar year to identify appropriate staffing, budget,
and response protocol adjustments asreintroduction continues.

Status: Not completed; in progress

Seeitem # 3 under the Commission directives above. Thisis still considered avalid
recommendation, and should be implemented by April 2005. Response time by the IFT for
depredations and other nuisance behavior caused by Mexican wolves has improved and generally
islessthan 24 hours.

10. All field and other Reintroduction Project protocols, al
Project, must alwaysbein strict compliance with any ap
policies, and protocols, management plans, and inter

anagement actionsin the
roved special rules,

Status: Implemented

Seeitem # 5 under the Commission directives above.

public participation, through the AMOC and
n be not reached, management decisions regarding the

ea of e management actions (e.g., AGFD for management
actions on nort zona, NMDGF for management actionsin New Mexico, etc.).
Thisis an operatio hat has been generally agreed upon through the AMOC, but
should be codified escriptions of roles, responsibilities, and processes as described
's“Lead Agencies agree to:” section.

12. The Reintroduction Project Coordinator position must be restructured and
empower ed to coor dinate the adaptive management process, including identification,
planning, review, and approval of futurerelease sites and release protocolsfor Arizona
and/or New Mexico. The Project Leader shall provide atransition between Recovery
(Federal) and Reintroduction (State), by reporting to the Recovery Coordinator (Federal)
and supervising the Field Team Leader (State).
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Status: Not implemented

The approved MOU contains an alternative description of the roles and responsibilities for the
Reintroduction Coordinator (renamed as the Field Projects Coordinator). The MOU states that
the Field Projects Coordinator will serve as the liaison between the AMOC and IFT, assist with
the drafting of protocols, annual work plans, annual reports, and plan and coordinate the
identification and review of release and translocation sites. Under the MOU, the overall adaptive
management process for Mexican wolf reintroduction is led by the AMOC, with a non-federal
committee chair. Therefore, the recommendation from the Three-Y eview isno longer

served as an open forum to alow part|C| patio adapti ahagement of the reintroduction
project by any and all inter

e and accountable for making the necessary
in this adaptive management forum should be open

Status: I mplemented, with minor variation

The recommendation listed above generally describes the means by which Lead Agencies and
Cooperators have been operating under the approved MOU, and began to function beginning in
February 2002, even prior to completion of the MOU. Two minor changes from the language
above arethat 1) in the absence of consensus, Lead Agencies are not jointly (or at least not
equally) responsible for management decisions, but primary responsibility rests with the agency
that possesses wildlife management authority within the jurisdictional boundaries of that action,
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and 2) nortgovernmental entities are not eligible to be signatories to the MOU, but are able to
have full participation in the AMWG for the purposes of adaptively managing Mexican wolf
reintroduction. Where the above recommendation differs from the approved MOU, the guidance
within the MOU should be followed.

Public Participation and Outreach

1. Theadministrative and adaptive management processes for the Reintroduction Project
component must be restructured to ensure meaningful opportuniies for, and participation
by, the full spectrum of stakeholders and interested parties (

Status: Implemented
See item # 2 under the Commission directives above.

2. Reintroduction Project outreach must ber ry to
address the Commission, Department, and public [ ISreport.

Status: Implemented

See item # 4 under the Commission directi ‘ 3 .\
3. An outreach specialist mustybe added to thedFT, to b

Upervised by the IFT Leader
|CE Memorandum of

peen replaced by the multi-agency MOU for al Lead Agencies
and Cooperators. or the outreach specialist is not currently provided by the

Service.

The recommendation isgtill considered to be valid, in that an outreach specialist for Mexican
wolf reintroduction is believed to be necessary. However, this recommendation should be
revised to specify that the Service should provide an employee as a dedicated outreach specialist
for Mexi can wolf reintroduction, who would have greater ability as afederal employee to move
across state and tribal boundaries when requested. If additional project outreach specialists were
deemed necessary by individual Lead Agencies or Cooperators, they shoud be encouraged to
support such specialists. However, funding for additional outreach specialists should not be
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provided through the Service' s available funds that would otherwise support implementation of
Mexican wolf reintroduction by the Lead Agencies.

Technical (Biological) Recommendationsin the 3-Y ear Review

1. Given thetime constraints of thisindependent review, the States are unableto provide
detailed technical recommendations on biological aspects of the Reintroduction Project.
However, we wish to affirm that we find scientific merit in the biological recommendations
offered in Paquet et al. (2001), and in some of those offered in th eholdersWorkshop

final report.

Status: Comment only, not a recommendation addressin tions

2. Not later than January 31, 2003, the Primary Co decide upon
which technical recommendationsto take throu introduction
Project adaptive management process, for di i entation,

enoteagain
eSERVICE'sfailuretorevise
the Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan, toi population objectiveswith

appropriate recovery objectives.

Status: Not completed

Thisitem was initiated b technical fecommendation could not be
brought to the reintrod . tured adaptive management process by
January 2003, because the fyi 8S was not completed and ready for initial
signatures until November 20 : ¥es and Cooperators recognize the value in

completing thig « ear Review process to re-emphasize the
importance is rég@mmendation. It should be completed by January 1, 2006.

|mplement|ngth dations selected. Thisplan must include timelines and
measur e obj ectives Qi entation.

Status: Not completed

See explanation for item # 2 above. Thisisstill considered to be avalid recommendation. It
should be implemented by March 31, 2006.

4. At least annually thereafter, the Primary Cooperators must present to stakeholdersand
cooperators an annual report and annual work plan for discussion and comment. These
documentswould collectively serve asthe monitoring and evaluation components needed
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for adaptive management. The agreed-upon annual work plans must be flexible
(adaptive), so changing needs can be met, but must also be followed sufficiently closely to
allow effective evaluation and monitoring of project actionsin a manner that will provide a
solid foundation for subsequent decision-making processes and adaptive management.

Status: Not completed
Progress has been made in “ catching up” on the production of annual reports, but annual work

plans have yet to be completed on aregular and timely basis. Thisi | considered to be a
valid recommendation, and should be implemented by April 15,

Fiveb-Y ear Review

1. TheReintroduction Project’sreview protocols eredructured
and improved to ensure that the 5-Year Review j i i b) makesfull
useof all appropriate material from the 3-Y i i er the 3-
Year Review, and (d) completed by September 30,

Status: In progress

See item # 6 under the Commission directi
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Attachment 1

Summary of Discussions Among the Arizona Game and Fish Department, New Mexico
Department of Game and Fish, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Regarding Management of Mexican Wolf Recovery and Reintroduction Efforts

November 8, 2002 (Revised Final)

In separate public sessions during September 2003, the Arizona G
the New Mexico State Game Commission passed motions
agencies on changes they deemed necessary in Mexican w

Fish Commission and
viding guidance to the two
y and Reintroduction, as

reflected in today’ s [Commission m

2. The administrative and adaptive manag must be restructured to
ensure opportunities for, and icipati , [l spectrum of stakeholders.

3. The Interagency Field Tea ust be restructured, and staff

capacity must be enhanced, i [ onse capability to, and

the restructured Adaptive Management Process for stakeholder
discussion andfurther refinement.

2. Directed its“Department to restructure the Mexican Wolf Reintroduction Project
within 180 days of September 30, 2002, and report back to the Commission on the
results of this effort in April 2003.

3. Reserved the right, if these issues are not resolved within the timeframes outlined in
the letter, to take further action on the Department’ s participation in this Project.



The two State agencies met with the Service on October 31, 2002 to discuss how to comply with
the Commissions guidance. They resolved that the Recovery and Reintroduction components
would be separated more clearly in future planning and implementation efforts. To achieve this:

Recovery

1. The Service will disband the current MW Recovery Team and assemble a new one to
revise the outdated current plan, using:
a. Thedraft “Thiel plan.”
b. New information gained through ongoing walf reco
c. Information contained in the Service's 3-y iew of the Mexican wolf
conservation program.
d. Any other available and relevant information:
2. The Service and the States will ensure that the

members from the appropriate stakeholdersr i i ts, with aclear
understanding of the dichotomy between the ole (developing a Recovery Plan)
and the separate and distinct State- .

4. The Service will focusits Mexica inator (B. Kelly) on guiding and

implementing the Recovery Progka 0 idi ropriate guidance to the
Reintroduction Project (see below).

Reintroduction

1. The Service [ eiptroduction Coordinator (J. Oakleaf) as the

le with any guidance from the Recovery Team as it revises the
bject to approva by the Service's Regiona Director), and of

b. Planning @nd coordinating identification, review, and approval (subject to State
concurrefice) of additional release sitesin the current Recovery Area.

2. The States shall be responsible for implementing the Reintroduction Project in Arizona
and New Mexico, given that:

a. Tribal roles and functions in this restructuring have yet to be discussed, let aone
resolved, with the Tribes. Tribal authorities will be fully respected by the Statesin
re-defining Reintroduction Project roles and functions of the Primary and any
other cooperators.



b. The principles of adaptive management shall be used to oversee the
Reintroduction Project.

i. A representative from each State wildlife agency and the Service's
Reintroduction Coordinator shall be the leads in adaptive management.

Ii. The States, in collaboration with the Reintroduction Coordinator, shall
discuss and resolve with current IMAG (Interagency Management
Advisory Group) members, and other interested and affected parties, how
best to structure and conduct the adaptive management process. The
intended objective is to afford any and all regponsible interested parties
opportunities to constructively and producti ticipate in the adaptive
management process.

iii. The Primary Cooperators shall the revised adaptive
management process and construct idance documents for it.

iv. The Primary Cooperators shall i agement Group as a
sounding board for discussio i ini e Reintroduction
Project, but shall remain r i i

c. The Reintroduction Project shall be im ed oh the groun through a State-
led (or Tribal-led, as i isdictions involved) Field Team
approach.

i. The Field Team m i a single Team, or be split

jbal partners.
ligded by, and report back up through, the

fect to Primary Cooperator approval, after the Primary
perators complete appropriate discussions with the Adaptive
anagement Group.

Summary

The Service is responsible for providing guidance and coordinated information to all interested
parties relative to recovery of the Mexican wolf. The States and Tribes are responsible for
conducting reintroduction efforts in such a manner that they contribute directly to recovery.
Other federal, state, local, and private stakeholders have to some extent shared responsibilities,
or at least significant stakes, in these areas. The intent of the current Primary Cooperators is to
realign the Recovery and Reintroduction components so they are fully integrated, smoothly
coordinated, and effective.



This document begins, but does not complete progress toward achieving the direction that was
given to the two State wildlife agencies by their respective Commissions in September 2002. The
Primary Cooperators will, however, complete this effort before March 31, 2003, through
appropriate collaboration with Tribal and other interested parties.

Document MW Primary Cooperators Project Management Guidance.200211.doc




Attachment 2

Memorandum of Under standing
among the
Arizona Game and Fish Department,
New Mexico Game and Fish Department,
U.S.D.A. Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service/Wildlife Services,
U.S.D.A Forest Service,

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
White Mountain ApacheTrib
Arizona Counties of Graham, Greenl
New Mexico Counties of Catron

This Memorandum of Understanding (he ) e and entered into by and
among the:

231.B.7; and ive\Agreement 1416000291201 - A.G. Contract
No. KR90-18 :

and Fish (NMDGF), as authorized to enter into
11-1-1 et seq. and NMSA Section 17-2-42; and consistent
448-00002-95-0800, which delineates a cooperative

y; NMDGF' s participation in this Agreement is both authorized
ico laws, particularly the New Mexico Wildlife Conservation

Act (17-2-3 ough 17-2-46 NMSA 1978); NMDGF can attempt to undertake
only those actiensfwithin this Agreement that are in compliance with the laws and
regulations of thg"State of New Mexico;

3. USD.A. Anima and Plant Heath Inspection Service, Wildlife Services (WS), as
authorized to enter into agreements, i.e. Animal Damage Control Act of March 2, 1931,
as amended (46 Stat. 1468; 7 USC 426-426b and 426¢);

4. U.S.D.A Forest Service Southwestern Region (USFS), as authorized under the Multiple-
Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528 (note 528-531)), and the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1536, 1538-1540);

5. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Region 2 (Service), as authorized to enter into
agreements, i.e. the Endangered Species Act, 1531 USC et seq;



6. White Mountain Apache Tribe (WMAT), as authorized to enter into agreements, i.e.
Article IV Section 1 of the Tribal Constitution;

7. Graham County (GraCo), Greenlee County (GreCo), and Navagjo County (NaCo), as
authorized under the State of Arizona, enabling counties to protect the health, safety, and
welfare of its citizens, pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes 11-806(B), as well as County
laws, including County land-use plans, water and watershed plans, and environmental
and natural resource laws and policies, as well asthe Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo;

8. Catron County (CaCo) and Sierra County (SiCo), as authorized under the State of New
Mexico, granting powers necessary and proper to provide the safety, preserve the health,
promote the prosperity, and improve the morals, orders, co d convenience of any
County or itsinhabitants, pursuant to New Mexico Revi atute 4-7-31 (NMSA 1978),
as well as County laws, including County land-use pl and watershed plans, and
environmental and natural resource laws and polici he Treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo; and

9. New Mexico Department of Agriculture (N i into agreements
in accordance with 76-1-2-F NMSA 1978,

atory jurisdiction and/or
management authority over the Mexican Mexico. Additional Lead
Agencies (i.e. additional Tribal Governm > i
request, by concurrence 2 Si ead Agengies and written amendment to this

document.

Collectively, the Oountles : edo in this Agreement as Cooperators, which
are other Stateage - ents that have an interest in Mexican wolf

[ may be added to this Agreement upon their request, by
cies and Cooperators and written amendment to this

The purpose of this Agreement is to establish a framework for adaptively managing the
Mexican wolf reintfoduction project in and around the BRWRA to contribute toward
recovery, including downlisting and delisting.

Objectives

This Agreement is made and entered into by the Signatories to achieve the following
objectives:



1. Continue a long-term effort (hereafter referred to as “Project”) to reestablish
Mexican wolves in the BRWRA of east-central Arizona and west-central New
Mexico, and thus contribute to achieving approved recovery goals.

2. Apply the principles of adaptive management to all aspects of the Project, and
provide opportunities for the Signatories and all other interested parties to engage
in discussion of (and provide timely, substantive, constructive comment on)
Project-related issues and activities.

3. Develop and implement interagency coordination and ,cooperation protocols,
procedures, and schedules for this Agreement.

4. Develop and facilitate implementation of appro agement, monitoring,

6. Enhance awareness of the Signatory agen her ‘interested (hon-signatory)
parties (e.g. cities, towns, citizens, and nongo ental organizations) regarding
the Project, and encourage and\enl jon in the Project.

Witnesseth:

WHEREAS, the Enda i 973 declaged the policy of Congressto be

WHEREAS, the F, a State resource agency, has determined that direct
participation in reestablishment of the Mexican wolf would be consistent with its
mandates under the New Mexico Wildlife Conservation Act, and is essential to
representing the State's mandates and authorities for management of all protected wildlife
resources that are held as a public trust for the people of New Mexico;

WHEREAS, the AGFD and NMDGF, as State wildlife agencies, have policies that
recognizeit is essential for the success of wildlife programs to recognize, assess, and
protect the customs and cultures of peoples and communities affected by wildlife
programs.



WHEREAS, the USFS, a Federal land management agency has the responsibility under
the National Forest Management Act, of 1982, to provide for the diversity of plant and
animal communities and manage fish and wildlife habitat to maintain viable populations
and to further the conservation and recovery of Federally listed species under Section
7(a)(1) of the Endangered Species Act, 1973 as amended on National Forest Lands,

WHEREAS, the Service, a Federa land management and regulatory agency, is
responsible for initiating, conducting, and supporting programs for the recovery of listed
populations under the authority of the Endangered Species Act of 1973. Such programs
include those designated to recover the Mexican wolf;

idance and coordinated
ican wolf; the States
oduction efforts in

WHEREAS, the Service is responsible for providing
information to all interested parties relative to recovery

and private Cooperators have to some extent sh
stakes, in these areas,

WHEREAS, the Service, AGFD, and NMDGF hav
Memorandum of Understanding to carry out this Proj
to expire in October 2003;

cooperating since 1998 under a
d that agreement is scheduled

WHEREAS, the Service conducted a 3-Yes ican Wolf Recovery and
Reintroduction Program in 2001 that iden tial improvement;

WHEREAS, at the the AGFD and NMDGF conducted an
independent revied @ in 2002, and the Lead Agencies have

ities for, and participation by, the full spectrum of Cooperators

and other intérested parties.

3. Restructuring the Project’s Interagency Field Team response protocols, and
enhancing staff capacity, to ensure immediate response capability to, and
resolution of, urgent operational issues, such as depredation incidents.

4. Restructuring the Project’s outreach efforts as necessary to address the concerns
expressed by State Wildlife Commissions, State and Tribal Wildlife Agencies,
and the public during the aforementioned reviews.



5. Ensuring that all actions in the Project are in strict compliance with any applicable
approved specia rules, policies, protocols, management plans, and interagency
agreements.

6. Restructuring the Project’s review protocols and procedures, and improving them
to ensure that the Project’'s 5-year review is effective and efficient, and an
improvement over the 3-Y ear Review.

7. Realigning Recovery and Reintroduction components so t
smoothly coordinated, and effective, through appr
Tribes and other interested parties.

are fully integrated,
collaboration with

WHEREAS, the WMAT, a Federally-recognized Indianri ermined that direct
participation in reestablishment of the Mexican wo t with its current

the Tribe's interests in, and authority for, m
Apache Indian Reservation;

the Fort

WHEREAS, the WMAT adopted th If Management Plan in 2000,
and the WMAT and Service have b

ooperation with Federal, State, and Tribal
agencies, individéda private agencies, organizations, and

institutions;

WHEREASthe, Ari Counties are participating in the Mexican wolf recovery and
delisting programia i§'Project under the County authorities to protect the health,
safety, and welfal eir citizens, and to manage natural resources within the

WHEREAS, the New Mexico Counties are participating in the Mexican wolf recovery
and delisting program and this Project under the County authorities to protect the health,
safety, and welfare of their citizens, and to manage natura resources within the
boundaries of the Counties.

WHEREAS, “adaptive management” is a foundation for this Agreement, and means
“learning by doing” and using objective analysis and informed opinion to determine the
need for, and direction of, changes in relevant policies, procedures, plans, and actions,”



for purposes of this Agreement “ adaptive management” includes public participation, and
processes for evaluating and adjusting the Project to better achieve its objectives, as
experience and knowledge are gained through implementation, study, scientific research,
and discussion.

WHEREAS, in the interest of enhancing communication, Black’s Law Dictionary (7th
Edition; ISBN 0314241302) and MerriamWebster’ s Collegiate Dictionary (11th Edition;
ISBN 0877798095) shall be the primary references for words used in this Agreement;

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the above premises, the Signatories enter into
this Agreement to accomplish its purpose and objectives.

The Lead Agencies agree to:

1. Use the principles of adaptive manag Project, and to
cooperate, coordinate, and communicat perators, and

) as Lead Participant in an
Committee; one member

(at feast quarterly — January, April, July, and October) in

to enhance communication among, and provide for broader

In the Project by the public, including Lead Agencies and

(i.e. signatory entities) and other interested parties (i.e. non-

participants);

and make recommendations to the Lead Agencies on any
management plans (including Annual Work Plans) or operating
procedures that pertain specificaly to this Project, as opposed to the
overall Recovery Program;

c. Enhance communication with other interested parties and the public, to
keep them informed on the Project;

d. ldentify (and, as appropriate, address) local issues and concerns;

e. Evaluate the effectiveness of management and communication processes
each year; and



f. Provide a public forum for discussion of issues pertaining to the Project.
However, the Lead Agencies shall, by applicable State, Tribal, and Federal
law, remain responsible for making necessary decisions for the Project,
and any recommendations to the Recovery Coordinator.

4. Provide logistical and other support as necessary for the Committee, Work Group,
and Project.

5. Implement, through the Project (subject to guidance by the Service Region 2
Regional Director-approved recovery protocols), the objectives and strategies of
the:

a. Service Mexican Wolf Recovery Plan;

b. Final Environmental Impact Statement on ction of the Mexican
Wolf in the Southwest;

c. Mexican Wolf Nonessential Experi Rule (50 CFR
17.84(k));

d. AGFD cooperative reintroductio
(NGEWP Technical Report 56);

e. 1998 Mexican Wolf Interagency M an (or any subsequent
revisions); and

f. WMAT Mexican Wolf : e Cooperative Agreement
between WMAT and the C i ican Wolf Monitoring

and Management.

and one or more surrogates) for their
. [Note: Availability of staff is subject
, Paragraphs 1 and 2].

all be those agency employees and interns or

and Tribal Lead Agency), wildlife biologists/specialists

bers from any Lead Agency or Cooperator), depredation

arying numbers from or certified by Wildlife Services),
education/outreach specialists (varying numbers from any State

Lead Agency); field assistants (varying numbers of seasonal
technicians, interns, and volunteers); and such other staff as the Lead
Agencies and Cooperators may deem appropriate and necessary.

c. The Project-related activities of Field Team members shall be guided and
directed by the Field Team Leaders (see next paragraph). However, each
employee shall be supervised by their superior in the chain of command
within their respective agency.

d. Under guidance and direction from the Lead Agencies functioning as the
Committee, the Field Team(s):



i. Shall be guided by the AGFD Field Team Leader on non-Tribal lands
in Arizona, by the WMAT Field Team Leader on WMAT lands in
Arizona, and by the NMDGF Field Team Leader in New Mexico.

ii. May operate in both States as a single Field Team, or be split into
separate Field Teams or Sub-Teams as appropriate to ensure the
desired management and response capability at the local level.

iii. May operate differently on Tribal lands, subject to direction from the
Tribal Field Team Leader(s).

e. Field Team Leader(s) shall jointly be responsible for:

i. Planning, directing, and implementing the daily activities of the
Team(s);

ii. Drafting Annual Work Plans, Annual
or revised Project operating proc

mance Reports, and new
will be subject to

Committee approva (as described #8, below), after
appropriate discussion with and 4evi Group. Project
procedures must be compati roved by the
Service Region 2 Directo plicable

Federal, State, and Tribal faws;
iii. Seeking assistance from the Fi
subsection 3 of “
activities;

jects Coordinator (see below,
"), as necessary to conduct its

last initial signature on this Agreement.
9. Develop and distribute public information and educational materials on the
Project.

10. Cooperate in development of all Project-related media releases, media projects,
and outreach activities, and ensure that al Lead Agencies have ample opportunity
to review and approve such materials before they are released.



11. Cooperate in providing sufficient funding for this Project. The Federal Lead
Agencies intent isto endeavor to use the Congressiona budget process to recover
and delist the Mexican wolf. The nonFederal Lead Agencies intent is to seek
sufficient Federal funding for Mexican wolf reestablishment and management
through direct Congressional allocation, and/or, as appropriate and necessary,
other sources that are in addition to Federal funds currently available to AGFD,
NMDGF, or WMAT, rather than by reallocation of existing funds. Examples of
new sources of funding may include, but are not limited to: Landowner Incentives
Program, Partners for Fish and Wildlife, State Wildlife Grants, and any other
appropriate sources.

Note: Funds raised by non-Federal parties shall be e and distinct from the
Federal partners. This shall not preclude non-Fed i

exception.

The Service agreesto:

5. Provide guidance to this Proje
a. Developing appropriate gui ' ough a Recovery Plan,
recovery protocols, and other ideli
Director, Region

7. Provide aMexican Wolf Field Projects Coordinator, who shall:

a. Serve as amember of the Field Team(s), and assist the Field Team Leader(s)
in carrying out any field activities necessary to accomplish Project goals and
objectives.

b. Serve as the communication liaison between the Committee and the Field

Team(s).

Collaborate with the Field Team to draft recovery protocols.

Assist the Field Team Leader(s) as requested in drafting Annual Work Plans,
Annual Performance Reports, and new or revised Project operating procedures

Qo



that will be subject to Committee approval (pursuant to procedures devel oped
under paragraph #8 under “The Lead Agencies agree t0”), after appropriate
discussion with and review by the Work Group. Project procedures must be
compatible with any guidance approved by the Service Region 2 Regional
Director, and must fully comply with applicable Federal, State, and Tribal
laws.

e. Plan and coordinate, with assistance from the Field Team Leader(s), the
identification and review of additional areas and sites for release or
trandocation of Mexican wolves, pursuant to procedures established under
paragraph #8 of “The Lead Agencies agree to”.

8. Assess Project priorities annually with the L
availability, provide supplemental funding to t

encies, and, subject to
Tribe(s), and WS to
match. Funds for
States shall be matched by AGFD and/or n aratio of 3:1
(Federal:Non-Federal) or greater, meani ot require the
State (NonFederal) contribution to ough the

& (a) on Tribal lands as requested by the
&xice on nonTribal lands as requested by

timely basis,‘as sanctioned under applicable laws.
The NMDGF agrees to:

1. Beresponsible for implementing the Project in New Mexico on non-Tribal lands,
and for providing assistance as available (a) on Tribal lands as requested by the
appropriate Tribe, and (b) in Arizona on non-Tribal lands as requested by AGFD.



2. Maintain on staff: (a) one Field Team Leader(s); (b) one or more conservation-
education specialiststo assist in Project outreach activities; and (c) additional staff
as deemed necessary, pursuant to paragraphs # 8 and #11 under “The Lead
Agencies agreeto”.

3. Provide administrative support for the Project.

4. Facilitate issuance of necessary NMDGF authorizations and permits to all
Signatories on atimely basis, as sanctioned under applicable laws.

The USFS agrees to:

1. Assist the Field Team as necessary to ensur effective, and well-

The WS agrees to:
1. Provide Federal |eadership anc i licts between humans and
wildlife in regard to this Proje i i eral, State, and Tribal
agencies, individuals, and other i encies, organizations, and

institutions.

a) a Field Team Leader; (b) one or more conservation
to assist in outreach activities regarding the Project; and (c)
additional fIe aff as deemed necessary.

3. Provide administrative and other support for this Project.

4. Strive to provide al necessary Triba authorizations and permits to all Signatories
on atimely basis, as sanctioned under applicable laws.

The Arizona and New Mexico Counties agree to:

1. Assign an Elected or Appointed Official, or a designee thereof, to participate in
the Project’ s Adaptive Management Work Group.



2. Cooperate, coordinate, and communicate with other interested and affected parties
to participate in the Project’s Work Group.

3. Enhance communication with other interested parties and the public to keep them
informed on the Project and the Recovery Program.

4. Provide logistical and other support as necessary for the Work Group.

that may occur from
ety, and welfare of

5. Coordinate impact assessments and mitigation measur
reintroduction and recovery of the Mexican wolf, on h
the Counties and their residents.

The New Mexico Department of Agriculture agreesto:

2. Cooperate, coordinate, and communicate wi intérested and affected parties
to participate in the Project’s Work Group.

5. The terms of this Agreement are contingent upon
iLable to the Signatories for the performance of this

durces” means appropriated dollars, and NMDGF is not obligated
by this Agreément to seek funds from the Legidature.

2. Non-Fund Obligating Document. Nothing in this Agreement shall obligate the
Signatories to obligate or transfer any funds, expend appropriations, or to enter
into any contract or other obligations. Specific work projects or activities that
involve transfer of funds, Services, or property among the Signatories may require
execution of separate agreements or contracts and be contingent upon the
availability of appropriated or other funds. Appropriate statutory authority must
independently authorize such activities, this Agreement does not provide such




authority. Negotiation, execution, and administration of each such agreement
must comply with al applicable statutes and regulations.

3. Establishment of Responsibility. This Agreement is non-binding and establishes
no duty or obligation on any party; this Agreement is not intended to, and does
not create or establish, any substantive or procedural right, benefit, trust
responsibility, claim, cause of action enforceable at law, or equity in any
administrative or judicial proceeding by a party or non-party against any party or
against any employee, officer, agent, or representative of any party.

4. Responsibilities of Parties. The Signatories to this Agr
agencies and offices will handle their own activities
including the expenditure of their own funds, in
Agreement. Each party will carry out its separat€ activi
mutually beneficial manner. Employee assi
approval by the employing agency.

and their respective
use their own resources,
the objectives of this
in a coordinated and
ject is subject to

Agencies under this instrument may be su under the Freedom of
in this Agreement shall be
construed to affect the appli jions set forth in 5 U.S.C.

Section 552 (b).”

7. Commenee ) XPIreLi , . This Agreement takes effect upon the
€ S gnat and shall remain in effect for no more than

extended, or amended upon written request by any
ritten concurrence of the other Signatories. All such
d in a public meeting of the Work Group. Any Signatory
this Agreement with a 60-day written notice to the other
the Work Group Chair. Withdrawal by one party shall not

Further:

a. In accordance with the laws of the State of Arizona, all parties are hereby put
on notice that State of Arizona participation this Agreement is subject to
cancellation pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-511.

b. In accordance with the laws of the State of New Mexico, this Agreement is

subject to approval by the Department of Finance and Administration. If any

money has been contributed by the parties to this Agreement, after completion

of the Agreement’s purposes any surplus money on hand shall be returned in



proportion to the contributions made. No property shall be acquired as the
result of the joint exercise of powers under this Agreement.

8. Additional Signatories. This Agreement may be amended at any time to include
additional Signatories. An entity requesting inclusion as a Signatory shall submit
its request to the Work Group Chair in the form of a document defining its
proposed responsibilities pursuant to this Agreement.

a. Inclusion of additional Lead Agencies shall be approved by magjority voice
concurrence of the current Lead Agency signatories present in a Work
Group meeting.

b. Inclusion of additional Signatories shall be ap,
concurrence of the current Lead Agency
present in a Work Group meeting.

c. On approval, the new Cooperator must“eomply all aspects of the
Agreement as it was structured at t of its request for
Cooperator status.

by majority voice
Cooperator signatories

9. Conflict Resolution Conflicts betw
Agreement that cannot be resolved at the lo
the next higher level, et seq., as necessary, for

ssible level shall be referred to
tion.

Bruce C. Thompson, Director Date

New Mexico Department of Game and Fish

H. Dale Hall, Director, Region 2 Date
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



Harv Forsgren, Regional Forester Date
USDA Forest Service Southwestern Region

Michael V. Worthen, Regional Director, Western Region Date
USDA APHIS/Wildlife Services

Dallas Massey, Sr., Chairman
White Mountain Apache Tribe

Name and Title of Elected Official
Catron County, New Mexico

Name and Title of Elected Official
County of Sierra, New Mexico

Name and Title of El Date

Graham CouniyamA

Name and ici Date
Greenlee Cot Arizona

Name and Title of Date
Navajo County, Arizona
I. Miley Gonzalez, Ph.D., Director/Secretary Date

New Mexico Department of Agriculture

[Other Lead Agencies and Cooperators yet to be inserted]



Appendix A: Primary Contacts for Agreement

Project Contacts are the individuals who represent their agencies in implementing this
Agreement. Contract Administration Contacts are the individuals whom Project Contacts
consult regarding administrative (contractual) issues related to this Agreemert. Project
Contacts and Contract Administration Contacts may or may not be the same individual.

Project Contacts:

Phone, FAX, E-Mail:

AGFD Terry B. Johnson

602.789.3507; 602.789.3926; teebee] @0f .state.az.us

NMDGF Chuck Hayes

USDA APHIS WS David L. Bergman

USDA FSWally J. Murphy

SERVICE Colleen Buchanan

WMAT John Caid

County Catron

County Greenlee Hector Ruedas

County Sierra Adam Polley

NMDA Bud Starnes

Contract Administration
AGFD Terry B. Johnsoj

.789.3926; teebeg @df .state.az.us

NMDGF Tod Stev

505.4¥%6.9010; 505.476.8124; tstevenson@state.nm.us

USDA APHISWS

.2081; 602.870.2951; david.l.bergman@aphis.usda.qgov

.842.3345; 505.842.3152; smcdonnell @fs.fed.us

505.248.6671; 505.248.6692; susan _macmullin@Service.gov

928.338.4385; 928.338.1712; jcald@wmat.nsn.us

County Gree

928.865.2072; 928.865.4417; kgale@co.greenlee.az.us

County Sierra

505.894.6215; 505.894.9548; adam@riolink.com

NMDA

505.646.8005; 505.646.1540; bstarnes@nmda.nmsu.edu
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